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included in the Daily Usage File (“DUF”) and meet point billing file, Qwest benefits 

because its CLEC competitors have less cash with which to compete and defend 

themselves against Qwest. In the future, if granted 27.1 authority, Qwest will also benefit 

because, as an interexchange carrier, it will pay less than should be due for access. 

02-314: CO, ID, L4, MT, NE, ND, UT, WA, 

Because of the significance of this issue, Eschelon has expended substantial 

resources on outside audits to examine the problem, in addition to the internal resources 

devoted to it. In 2001, Eschelon paid more than one half of a million dollars for an 

outside consultant to perform audits relating to this issue. A start-up CLEC does not 

spend this kind of money on an issue unless it has ample reason to believe that much 

more is at stake. And, as discussed below, Eschelon has spent another substantial sum in 

2002 to perform another audit. 

With respect to missing switched access minutes, Eschelon’s position that MOU 

were missing was supported not only by audits but also by external and internal 

datapoints and Qwest’s own admissions. Eschelon provided Qwest ~ data showing that the 

MOU provided by Qwest to Eschelon for UNE-P are substantially lower than the MOU 

received by Qwest, other RBOCs, and Eschelon for On-Net lines. These datapoints 

showed that the number of records being provided by Qwest was deficient by comparison 

to any of these standards. Also, in 2001, Qwest admitted that the MOU that it provided 

to Eschelon did not include intraLATA toll traffic carried by Qwest. On that basis alone, 

the MOU were understated. Although Qwest has claimed more recently that it is now 

providing its own Qwest-carried intraLATA toll records, the records are far below what 

would be expected. Qwest has indicated to Eschelon that it has a 43% market share in its 

territory for such calls. This suggests the records continue to be inaccurate. 
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The auditor retained by Eschelon in 2001 made a number of calls that were noi 

found in the access records Qwestprovided to Eschelon. Qwest did not locate those 

calls. The audit and Qwest’s failure to locate the records showed, therefore, that 

Eschelon’s position that needed records were missing was correct. This audit was part of 

a Joint Audit process agreed to by Qwest.68 

As its part in the joint audit, Qwest also retained an auditor (Arthur Andersen) in 

2001 to conduct an audit on this issue. Although Qwest claimed that its auditor could 

locate certain calls in its switch, that response missed the mark. The calls must be 

provided in the access records given to the CLEC before the CLEC may bill for them. 

Although Qwest had agreed to allow the auditorsto work together until their results came 

within 5 percent of each other, Qwest unilaterally terminated the work of its auditor 

before the audit concluded. Later, Qwest paid Eschelon monies as part of a public 

settlement agreement that included switched access disputed amounts through February 

28,2002. 

After February 28,2002, Eschelon remained concerned about the usage it was 

receiving from Qwest; In March 2002, the trend of missing records continued. In April, 

2002, not long before Qwest filed its first 271 application with the FCC, the number of 

Even though Eschelon does not have the burden ofshowing that Qwest’s DUF is missing records, 
Eschelon has provided not only external datapoints (such as data relating to Eschelon’s On-Net minutes, 
etc.) to Qwest but also provided this expensive audit report to Qwest at the time as part o f a  Joint audit. 
Eschelon has gone over and above any legal obligation to obtain and provide data to Qwest. Nonetheless, 
Qwest recently represented to the state commissions participating in the Regional Oversight Committee 
(“ROC”) that Eschelon has a “historical failure to provide substantive evidence supporting its claims” 
relating to switched access. (Letter by R. Steven Davis of Qwest to ROC participants (Sept. 30, 2002), p. 
4.) Individuals may decide for themselves the fairness and accuracy of Qwest making this representation 
without so much as mentioning an extensive joint audit fully accessible to Qwest, datapoints provided to 
Qwest, and Qwest’s own admissions relating to intraLATA traffic. The 2002 audit is over and above the 
2001 audit well known to Qwest that had already established a significant problem with the switched 
access records provided by Qwest. 
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records increased dramatically, to a number closer to that long asserted by Eschelon as 

the correct number. Eschelon's usage patterns had not changed. This increase in the 

number of records, therefore, validated Eschelon's position that the number had been too 

low. The number was still not quite as high as Eschelon thought it should be, though, and 

Eschelon still has concerns about the issue of Qwest-carried intraLATA toll traffic (the 

records Qwest had admitted were missing). 

Eschelon embarked on another access audit. The test calls began in April and 

ended the last week of May, 2002, in each of Qwest's operating regions. The test calls 

were originated or terminated from Eschelon's Off-Net lines and some test calls were 

terminated to Eschelon's On-Net customers. For each test call, Qwest should have 

generated an access record to Eschelon so Eschelon could bill the interexchange carrier. 

Searching the DUF and meet point billing files for these test calls has shown that calls are 

still missing from the DUF. 

The final report is enclosed as Exhibit 39. The third party conducting the study 

provided the following brief synopsis of its conclusions: 

a. "In general, it is OUT conclusion that approximately 22% of the calls made 
for which Qwest was responsible for providing access records still remain 
unaccounted for at this time. By unaccounted for, we mean that we can't 
find a suitable match between the'test call made by one of the testers and 
an EMR record submitted by Qwest to Eschelon for billing. 

b. We undertook a detailed review of the process by which Eschelon 
requests, receives and processes records of these types for billing, and 
based on this review, we believe it unlikely that an error in the Eschelon 
processing would account for the missing records. Based on our analysis, 
we can find no evidence that these calls were sent by Qwest to Eschelon 
for processing. 

c. Specifically, 15% of originating calls (calls that were originated from 
"test" numbers) were unmatched while 85% were matched. 

50 
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d. Thirty-three percent (33%) of terminating test calls (calls that were 
terminated to “test” numbers) were unmatched while 67% were matched. 

e. The over all percentage of matched minutes (84%) was consistently higher 
than the percentage of matched calls (78%). (See table below) This is 
consistent with the finding that, on average, we were able to find longer 
duration calls for matching, most notably on terminating calls. 

These results are consistent across locations, CLLI’s, and Service Types, 
although: 

f. 

1. Centrex Plus Non-Matches are 25.3%, as opposed to 20.5% on 
other Service Types. 

2. Intra LATA calls were un-matched at 36.0%, which was 
approximately twice the un-matched rate of Inter LATA Calls. 
No test calls were made from or terminated to lines that were 
pre-subscribed to Qwest IntraLATA toll. 

3. Matching varied greatly by Dialing Pattern, as the table below 
shows: 

See Exhibit 39, pp. 1-2. 

As Eschelon has maintained for approximately two years, Qwest is shorting 

Eschelon minutes. Although the percentage missing at least temporarily improved from 

2001, when the original audits were performed, a figure of 22% is a serious concern. 69 

In addition, the test call audit did not include intraLATA originating and terminating minutes that are 
carried by Qwest (IntraLATA toll calling that Qwest continues to provide). Some former Qwest customers 

69 
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This also raises a question as to the basis for Qwest’s claim per its performance measures 

that its DUF is up to 100% accurate, when an outside audit suggests that the percentage, 

at the height” of the records produced by Qwest, was closer to 78%. 

02-314: CO, ID, IA, MT, NE, ND, UT, WA, WY 

Alan Zimmerman of Qwest has indicated that Qwest is reviewing the results of 

the 2002 audit. His initial comments to Eschelon suggest that, once again, Qwest is 

focusing on whether it can locate the call in Qwest’s switches. Qwest needs to show that 

records of the calls are then provided to Eschelon in the DUF or meetpoint billingfiles. 

Until the records are provided to CLECs, CLECs may not bill interexchange carriers for 

the associated access. Eschelon will work with Qwest on yet another effort to verify that 

Qwest is providing inadequate records from which CLECs may bill for access. 

Ultimately, however, the burden on this issue belongs to Qwest. 

As indicated, the most recent access study was conducted while Qwest was 

providing an increased number of records. The missing minutes reflected in the study are 

over and above the greater number of records produced by Qwest during that time period. 

Recently (after the test call period), the number of records provided by Qwest dropped 

sharply. 

As a datapoint or benchmark, Eschelon’s On-Net lines bill consistently at more 

than 400 MOUs each month. In April 2002, while not at this level, Eschelon’s Off-Net 

MOUs did increase to 360 MOUs per line. The increase in number of MOUs continued 

choose to maintain Qwest as their intraLATA toll provider when switctung local carriers. Also, many 
current Qwest retail customers have Qwest as their intraLATA toll provider. When their calls terminate to 
an Eschelon customer, Qwest is required to provide a terminating access record to Eschelon to allow 
Eschelon to bill Qwest. In 2001, Qwest told Eschelon it does not provide these call records, and Eschelon 
still does not believe Qwest is providing all of the records for Qwest carried intraLATA toll access, as 
discussed above. 
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for several months, including the time period covered by the outside test call study, In 

August, the MOUs per line dropped to 308 and, in September 2002, the MOUs dropped 

again to 280 MOUs per fine.  This number, far below the 400 MOUs per line per month 

for On-Net lines, is an unrealistically low number. Alan Zimmerman of Qwest indicated 

to Eschelon in 2001 that Qwest itself bills 365 minutes per line per month (including 

Qwest’s residential base).” Residential customers typically have lower minutes per line 

than business lines. (Eschelon serves business customers.) 

02-314: CO, ID, IA, MT, NE, ND, UT, WA, WY 

Eschelon’s usage patterns did not change during the relevant time, but the MOUs 

per line per month vary ~ignificantly.’~ The revenue impact to Eschelon from a drop of 

SO MOUs per  fine per month (April v. September) is significant. Due to the very short 

time deadlines for this filing, there is insufficient time to determine whether the decline 

that started in August andis very apparent in September will continue. The FCC should 

not approve Qwest’s application until Qwest demonstrates that this is not a trend and that 

Qwest is providing accurate records in the appropriate format to CLECs. 

As discussed below, the number of records received dropped sharply in September (the month in which 10 

the FCC would have issued a 271 Order with respect to Qwest Application I, if Qwest had not needed to 
withdraw its Application). 

originating and terminating intraLATA toil, intrastate interLATA, and interstate interLATA minutes per 
line per month when converting the per-minute rates for local switching and shared transport to per-line 
equivalents). 

Eschelon has asked MI. Zimmerman and its Qwest service manager to explain any Qwest changes in 
April and then AugustlSeptember that could explain the sudden increase and later decrease in number of 
MOUs pcr line per month. Qwest has not provided an explanation. 

See also Qwest 3 Ex Parte Rate Reductions, 02-3 14, 1019102, p. 1, note 1 (Qwest assumed 370 71 

72 
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111. CONCLUSION 

The FCC should deny Qwest's Application and encourage Qwest to resolve these 

problems before re-submitting its Application. 

October 15,2002 ESCHELON TELECOM, INC 
/ 

By: 
aren L. Clauson 
schelon Telecom, Inc. 

730 2nd Avenue South, Suite 1200 
Minneapolis, i" 55402-2456 
(612) 436-6026 
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Exhibit 25 
ESCHELON FILINGS IN OWEST FCC 271 PROCEEDINGS 

EXHIBIT 
NUMBER 

July 3, 2002 Comments, 02-148 

1 MN Discovery Responses 
2 WA Discovery Responses 
3 
4 

April 2002 Report Card Performance Summary 
Affidavit of F. Lynne Powers (UNE-P, UNE-E, UNE-Star, 

Billing, Provisioning, Documentation, Switched 
Access, Reporting, Repair (DSL)), 6/7/02 

instead of accurate UNE-E bills) 
5 

6 

Affidavit of Ellen Copley (resale bills for the UNE-E lines, 

Collocation Emails by Qwest and Eschelon 

7 

8 

9 ’  
10 

11 
12 
13 
14 

15 

16 

17 

August 15,2002 Ex Parte Comments. 02-148 

Issues Eschelon Raised In September of 2000 In Arizona 271 
That Remain Problems Today (July of 2002) [Customer Affecting 
UNE-P Problems, majority of which result from service order 
writing errors or errors in line side translations; Feature 
Availability Issues, including Remote Access Forwarding; Time 
Consuming and Cumbersome GUI ‘Ordering; Inadequate Support 
for Resolving Issues; Cutover Issues] 

April 2002 Report Card Performance Summary (inadvertently included; 
should be list of manually handled order types -See Exhibit 7 
to 8/1/02 Comments, 02-189) 

New Service Installation Quality Results Chart (12/01 - 5/02) 
Volume I, Transcript, In re. U S  WEST Communications, Inc. s 

Compliance with § 271 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, 
Arizona Corporation Cornmiision Docket No. T-00000A-97-0238 
(July 30, 2002)’[“AZ 271 Tr.”] 

Volume 11, AZ 271 Tr. (July 3 1, 2002) 
Service Manager email (inadequate account team support) 
CLEC-to-CLEC email (Release 10.0 change) 
Qwest AZ Late Filed Exhibit (“Table 1 summarizes the Qwest 

response to Eschelon’s issue about flow through to Resale POTS 
and UNE-P POTS from specific existing products.”) 

CMP non-compliance email examples (Release 10.0, unannounced 
Qwest dispatches, Coppermax, LSR rejects, raw loop data 
Examples of issues with Qwest rates billed on the July 25‘ dated 
invoices to Eschelon 
Collocation and Interconnection Issues 

1 
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18 

19 

20 

1 

2 

3 
4 
5 
6a (21)*' 
6b (22)* 
I (23)* 
8 

9 

10 

11 

12 (24)" 
13 
14 

Eschelon's June 24,2002 Response to Qwest's June 18,2002 Letter to 
A2  Commissioner Marc Spitzer; A 2  Docket Nos. RT-00000F-02-027 1, 

July 10, 2002 Eschelon Letter to A2 Commissioners Marc Spitzer and 
Jim Irvin; A2 Docket Nos. RT-00000F-02-0271, T-00000A-97-0238 

T-00000A-97-0238 

September 4,2002 Ex Parte Comments (02-148 & 02-189) 

Qwest email ( W E - E  = Resale, for ordering, provisioning, and billing 
purposes) 

August 1. 2002 Comments. 02-1 89 

New Service Installation Quality Results Chart (12/01 - 5/02) 

Issues Eschelon Raised In September of 2000 In Arizona 271 
(see also Ex. 9,02-148) 

That Remain Problems Today (July of 2002) [Customer Affecting 
W E - P  Problems, majority of which result from service order 
writing erroris or errors in line side translations; Feature 
Availability Issues, including Remote Access Forwarding; Time 
Consuming and Cumbersome GUI Ordering; Inadequate Support 
for Resolving Issues; Cutover Issues] (see also Ex. 7 in 02-148) 

MN Discovery Responses (see also Ex. 1 in 02-148) 
WA Discovery Responses (see also Ex. 2 in 02-148) 
April 2002 Report Card Performance Summary (see also Ex. 3 in 02-148) 
Report Card Peformance Graph (1/01- 4/02) 

Report Card Results (U01 - 4/02) 
Manual Handling: Conversion Types With Remarks 

Billing, Provisioning, Documentation, Switched 
Access, Reporting, Repair (DSL)), 6/7/02 
(see also Ex. 4 in 02-148) 

Service Manager email (inadequate account team support) 
(see also Ex. 12 in 02-148) 

CMP non-compliance email examples (Release 10.0, unannounced 
Qwest dispatches, Coppermax, LSR rejects) (similar to Ex. 15 in 02-148) 
Affidavit of Ellen Copley (resale bills for the UNE-E lines, 

instead of accurate W E - E  bills) (see also Ex. 5 in 02-148). 
Summary of AZ UNE-P Invoice Inaccuracies 
Collocation Emails by Qwest and Eschelon (see also Ex. 6 in 02-148) 
Collocation and Interconnection Issues (see also Ex. 17 in 02-148) 

Affidavit of F. Lynne Powers (UNE-P, UNE-E, UNE-Star, 

~ 

An asterisk (*) indicates that a new exhibit number has been assigned for purposes of this filing to 
differentiate the exhibit from previous filings that used the same number to refer to another exhibit. 
Exhibits 1-24 are incorporated by reference. Exhibits 25 and above are enclosed as part of this filing (02- 
314, 10/15102). 

I 
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25 
26 

27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 

34 

35 
36 
37 

38 

39 
40 
41 

TABLE OF EXHIBITS FOR ESCHELON 02-314 10115102 FILING 
October 15,2002 Comments, 02-3 14 (attached, with exhibits) 

Eschelon Filings in Qwest FCC 271 Proceedings (i.e., this document) 
Eschelon’s 9/4/02 Ex Parte Comments, 02-148 and 02-189, with attached 

Qwest email on “WE-Star  Implementation” 
(courtesy copy for ease of reference) 

OP-5 definition: New Service Installation Quality 
Qwest Off-Net Conversion Service Order Errors/PSONs (Cumulative) 
Qwest Off-Net Conversion Service Order ErrordPSONs (8/26 - 9/7)**2 
Qwest Off-Net Conversion Service Order Errors/PSONs (9/12 - 9/18)** 
Qwest Off-Net Conversion Service Order ErrordPSONs (9/19 - 9/27)** 
Qwest Off-Net Conversion Service Order Errors/PSONs (9/28 - 10/4)** 
September Qwest Error Escalation Examples: Do Not Appear to be 

Qwest 10/8/02 email (“Flowthrough is not creating perfect orders at this 
time as we are all well aware.”) 
DSL New Installation Repair Data (Sept. 2002) 
Qwest Design Tickets Coded NTF For Which There Were Qwest Errors 
Maintenance and Repair for Design Services: % Disputed of Total 
MaintenancdRepair Charges Billed* * 
Powers and Copley Affidavits (courtesy copy, see Exs. 4-5) [Exhibits that 
are referred to in these Affidavits are included in the paper copy. Not all 
such exhibits are available electronically, and the information in Ex. 9 to 
the Powers Affidavit contains confidential information.]** 
Switched Access’Final Report 
Qwest email (“The call type for PSON request will be “Order Status”.) 
Eschelon email (scope of orders included in data) 

Captured in OP-5** 

* A double asterisk (**) indicates that paper copies of confidential back up information, primarily 
customer-identifying information (such as the PSONs themselves) has been provided to the FCC and 
Qwest (via Hogan and Hartson). See Document Nos. --J. Also, from the PONiticket and other 
information provided, Qwest can verify the data provided in the Exhibits through its own records. 
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September 4,2002 

Filed Electronically 

EX PARTE 

Marlene H. Dortch 
Secretary 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20554 

Re: In the Matter of Qwest Communications Internatianal, Inc. Consolidated 
Application for Authority to Provide In-Region, InterLATA Services in Colorado, 
Idaho, Iowa, Nebraska andNorth Dakota (Qwest I) Docket No. 02-148 

In the.Matter of Qwest Communications International, Inc. Consolidated 
Applicationjor Authority to Provide In-Region, InterLATA Services in Montana, 
Utah, Washington, and Wyoming (Qwest 11) Docket No. 02-189 

Dear Ms. Dortch: 

Eschelon Telecom, Inc. (“Eschelon”) submits these written Ex Parte Comments 
regarding the applications of Qwest Communications International, Inc. (“Qwest”) for 
authorization under Section 271 of the Communications Act. Eschelon addresses two 
important issues: (1) service affecting troubles not reported in Qwest data (which are not 
limited to service order errors); and (2) the affect of including lines provisioned as resale 
in PID data for UNE-P. 

A. SERVICE AFFECTING TROUBLES NOT REPORTED IN 
QWEST DATA: SERVICE ORDER E V O R S ,  WHILE 
SIGNIFICANT, ARE ONLY PART OF THE PROBLEM. 

Eschelon has described the problems faced by CLEC end-user customers as a 
result of service affecting errors not reflected in Qwest’s data.’ The damage to CLECs 
goes beyond each transaction in which an end-user’s service is affected and harms the 

See, e .g . ,  Ex Parte Comments of Eschelon Telecom, Inc. In Opposition to the Consolidated Application of I 

Qwest Communications,”ln the Matter o f m e s t  Communications International, Inc. Consolidated 
Application fo r  Author;?. to Provide In-Region, InterLATA Services in Colorado, Idaho, Iowa, Nebraska 
and North Dakota (Qwest I )  FCC, Docket No. 02-148 (Aug. IS, 2002) (Eschelon’s Ex Parte Comments). 
References to Exhibits refer to the Exhibits to Eschelon’s comments and ex parte comments in Qwest I (all 
of which are incorporated by reference in Qwest 11). Additional cites may be included to the Exhth;‘ 
numbers From the July 30-3 I ,  2002, Arizona 27 I workshop as well. 100004 
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CLEC’s reputation and ability to compete. Eschelon’s commercial experience is very 
different from the performance results reported by Qwest. Although Eschelon has not 
been involved in numerous discussions of the PID data that have occurred since 
November of 2000, Eschelon has attempted to identify reasons why actual commercial 
experience varies from Qwest’s reported data. In response to Qwest’s claims, Eschelon 
will attempt to clarify those reasons. To Eschelon’s knowledge, there are no differences 
in Qwest’s processes as to these issues that would lead to a different result in Colorado, 
Idaho, Iowa,’Nebraska, North Dakota, Montana, Utah, Washington, Wyoming, Arizona, 
or any other Qwest state.* The data omissions discussed here will be the same across 
states. 

The bottom line is that Qwest has used semantics and a limited interpretation of 
the PID definition to avoid the logical and proper application of the PID in a manner that 
would accurately reflect the end-user customer’s experience. Although Qwest is quick to 
assert that issues should be dealt with through CMP or long-term PID administration, 
CLECs should not have to incur further delay in obtaining relief when Qwest should have 
been reporting needed data all along. If it had done so, the end user customer should 
have seen improvement by now. Eschelon’s foremost concern is the experience of the 
end-user customer, Eschelon cannot compete if it cannot deliver a quality transition 
when a customer decides to switch to a competitive carrier. The focus of this entire 
,inquiry should remain on that end user customer’s experience. Qwest should not receive 
27 1 approval until the end-user customer’s experience improves and that improvement is 
documented and verified. 

1. 

Qwest admits that, after months of providing allegedly exhaustive data for testing, 
it is only now beginning to provide “new data” that is “based on customer calls reporting 
service order nccirrncy problems to Qwest’s service delivery centers within the reporting 
month of order completion.” See Qwest I1 August 26, 2002, Reply, p. 26 (emphasis 
added).’, Qwest suggests that its brief experience in capturing this “new data” shows that 
the impact of the data is minor. See id. The situation is not new, and the impact on 
CLECs and their customers is not minor. Qwest limits its description of the service 
delivery center ( i , e , ,  escalation ticket via ISC or CSIE) omission to service order accuracy 
errors. See id. Although service order and manual handling errors are significant factors, 
the problem is even broader and includes omission of other service impacting problems 
that occur on or near the due date. This is a significant omission. Approximately halfof 
Eschelon’s troubles within 30 days of installation are reported through the escalation 
ticket process (as opposed to the trouble desk). Although Qwest denies a problem and 

Qwest Escalation Trouble Reports are Not Reported in the Data. 

For example, the Qwest PCAT language cited below, which directs CLECs to submit trouble reports 
through the service delivery centers, applies to all Qwest states. ’ Reply Comments of Qwest Communications International Inc. In Support of Consolidated Application, In 
the Matter o/@esl Cornmimications In/erna/ional, lnc. Consolidated Applicalion/or Airrhorip Io Provide 
In-Region, InrerLATA Services in Monlana, Utah. Washinglon, and Wyoming (Qwest 11) FCC Docket NO. 
02-189 (“Qwest I1 August 26,2002, Reply”). 
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attempts to suggest that there must be problems with Eschelon’s data, this omission 
certainly seems to go a long ways toward explaining why Qwest’s data has not reflected 
the customer affecting problems that- Eschelon has long pointed out to Q w e ~ t . ~  

For reporting troubles related to new installations, Qwest’s process is, and has 
been for a long time,5 that Qwest requires CLECs to call the service delivery centers ( i e . ,  
not repair) if the trouble occurs within 72 business hours of the installation. Qwest’s 
documented process states: 

“Submitting Trouble Reports 
The maintenance and repair process begins with the discovery that a service is not 
functioning properly. This can occur when your end-user realizes they are 
experiencing poor sound quality, no dial tone or another trouble condition with 
their telephone service and contacts your customer service organization for 
assistance or, utilizing your own network testing, monitoring and surveillance 
tools, you discover a trouble condition. 

Recent Service Request Activity 
If your service request was completed within the past 72 business 
hours contact Qwest’s Interconnect Service Center (ISC) at 888-796- 
9087 for assistance. After researching the issue, the Customer Service 
Inquiry and Education Center (CSIE) will contact you regarding 
resolution of your issue. 

If your service request was completed more than 72 business hours ago, and you 
determined the problem is in Qwest’s network as described above, submit your 
trouble report to Qwest in one of two ways.” [describing the two ways to report 
trouble after 72 business hours as using CEMR or calling Qwest repair.] 

Although Eschelon had some level of participation in early PID discussions, those occurred before 4 

Eschelon had much experience ordering UNE-P. As explained in the Affidavit of Lynne Powers (Ex. 4; 
AZ E-12), when Eschelon started ordering UNE-P, the problems were so extensive that Eschelon had to 
stop ordering it. Those problems and the related commercial experience would have provided insight into 
additional development of the PIDs and PAPS. But, after an agreement with Qwest, Eschelon was absent 
i?om the 271 proceedings while these issues were addressed. The workshops were for the most part over, 
and the PlDs developed, by the time Eschelon could again participate in 271 proceedings. Eschelon 
recently participated in a two-day 27 I workshop in Arizona, where Eschelon heard information about the 
PIDs and saw even more clearly that Qwest is not including this data. Of course, Qwest has been aware of 
the issues during this entire time period. Qwest is familiar with its own process requiring use of the 
escalation process for trouble reports. Also, Eschelon has provided monthly performance Report Cards to 
Qwest since January of2001 that have highlighted the service affecting problems and, in particular, the 
substantial problems related to OP-5 (Eschelon’s E-3 on its Report Card). See Exhibits 8-9 (A2 E-5 to E- 
8). 

When Eschelon complained that Qwest was not fallowing aspects of this process in CMP Change Request 5 

ffPC12030 1-5, Qwest told Eschelon that non-compliance was an “isolated incident.” See 
http://www.qwest.com/wholesale/cni~/clianeereqtiest,html. 
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See Qwest’s PCAT.6 

Despite this document process for “Submitting Trouble Reports” within 72 
business hours, Qwest omits troubles reported through the service delivery center ( f . e . ,  
esciilnlion tickets) because Qwest has chosen to limit OP-5 “to capture only situations in 
which trouble tickets are issued.” See Qwest I1 August 26, 2002, Reply, p. 25 (emphasis 
added).7 Qwest argues that, because it does not issue a trouble ticket in certain 
situations, it need not count those problems as reported troubles. See id. Qwest neglects 
to mention that in many of these situations, although a trouble ticket is not issued, it does 
issue an escalation ticket.* Semantics aside, both trouble and escalation tickets reflect 
established methods of reporting trouble. The description for OP-5 specifically requires 
Qwest to include “All trouble reports (for both out-of-service and service affecting 
conditions).” See PID Description OP-5 (emphasis added). Eschelon has been 
complaining that Qwest’s processes create service affecting problems since the spring of 
2000, and those problems remain today. See Ex. 7 (AZ E-1). Iftrouble is reported 
immediately, something went wrong that increases the likelihood that the end user 
customer will view the transition to a CLEC as a bad experience. OP-5 is supposed to be 
measuring this very problem. 

By not capturing an entire category of problems that are so serious that they 
prompt the customer, to call the service centers to escalate troubles for resolution 
immediately, Qwest is omitting perhaps the single most important information needed to 
analyze the experience of the end user cpstomer when switching carriers on an Off-Net 
basis.’ That experience is at the heart of 271 compliance. Yet, these immediate, pressing 
trouble reports have not been captured in the data upon which Qwest has claimed 27 1 
compliance. To those without commercial experience in Qwest territory, Qwest’s claims 
may read as though “customer calls reporting service order accuracy problems to Qwest’s 
service delivery centers” are rare occurrences. See Qwest I1 August 26,2002, Reply, 
p. 26. Nowhere in its Reply does Qwest make the connection,thai -far from a rare 
situation - calling the service delivery centers is Qwest’s required, documented process 
for reporting troubles during the time period when serious, service affecting troubles are 
most likely: the first 72 business hours after installation. By not making this connection, 
the problem is obscured. 

See http:/lwww.qwest.com/wholesale/clecs/maintenance.html. 
According to the Liberty Consulting Group Qwest Performance Measure Release Report for OP-5 1 

(page 3), Qwest uses W A C  repair data in the numerator and RSOR data in the numerator and 
denominator. To Eschelon’s knowledge, neither WFAC nor RSOR contains escalation trouble reports. 

resolution. If trouble tickets are related to an escalation ticket, they should refer to the related escalation 
ticket. Eschelon finds little or no reference to escalation tickets in Qwest trouble ticket information. 

Eschelon has its own switches for providing voice service, When using its switches to serve its 
customers, Eschelon orders collocation, loops, etc., from Qwest. In some cases (particularly when a 
customer is outside of the area served by Eschelon’s switch), Eschelon also orders UNE-E, W E - P ,  or 
resale from Qwest to serve customers, Eschelon often refers to customers and lines served through 
Eschelon’s own switching Facilities as “On-Net” or ”On-Switch” and customers and lines served through 
UNE-E, UNE-P, or resale as “Off-Net.” 

In Eschelon’s experience, escalation tickets seldom also result in trouble tickets for the same issue before 
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Similarly, Qwest suggests that the scenarios not being addressed by Qwest’s 
limited application of OP-5 are “limited.” See A 2  Tr. Vol. I, p. 74, In 15 (Ex. 10): 
Qwest has described the problem, for example, as follows: 

“There is limited scenarios where, because a line or a feature is completely omitted 
from an order, that once that service isn’t working, a trouble ticket can fix that. So if 
a feature has been completely left off an order, not misrepresented, but completely 
omitted, at the time either a retail or a wholesale customer is reporting trouble, from 
a maintenance standpoint, that feature isn’t not working, it doesn’t exist on the 
customer’s record. And both our retail and our wholesale customers are turned back 
to the marketing department, the interconnect service center in the case of wholesale, 
to get an order issued to achially go in and provision the service. That scenario does 
not get captured currently in our OP-5 measure.” 

Id. p. 72, In 15  - p. 74, In 4 (Chris Viveros of Qwest). As with the statements in Qwest’s 
Reply, this testimony suggests only minimal involvement of the service delivery 
centers. Qwest does not point out that it is describing situations that occur after the first 
72 business hours after installation. Because Qwest describes limited scenarios without 
explaining that the standard trouble reporting process is to call the service delivery 
centers to open an escalation ticket within 72 business hours of installation, an impression 
is created that the omissions in the data are minor when they are, in fact, significant. A 
tester or party without commercial experience in using the escalation ticket process may 
not catch this distinction, but Eschelon deals regularly with the customer affecting 
problems that customers notice immediately but are not captured. Eschelon has been 
bringing these customer affecting problems to Qwest’s attention for some time. 

IO 

Put simply, Qwest requires CLECs to report troubles within 72 business hours of 
installation through the Escalation ticket process (using the service delivery centers), but 
at the same time applies OP-5 to trouble tickets reported in repair without counting these 
escalation tickets. By making the semantic distinctions leading to this result, Qwest has 
effectively precluded the most common category of serious customer affecting troubles 
from measurement. 

l o  Moreover, the process described by Mr. Viveros is not the documented Qwest process. Qwest does not 
“turn back“ customers to the interconnect center. Qwest repair is supposed to contact interconnect t O  have 
the service order issued in those situations, even when this process applies (which is not in the first 72 
business hours). SeeQwest Response to CR#PC101001-1, in which,Qwest states: “When a CLEC calls 
the Repair Center to report trouble on their end users service, the Repair Center will issue a repair ticket 
and forward the ticket to the appropriate screening group. If the,screening group determines the problem 
needs to be resolved with a service order, the screener will refer the problem to the Interconnect Service 
Center (ISC). The ISC will initiate the subsequent order resulting from a Qwest error on the LSR or will 
contact the CLEC on errors resulting from a CLEC error on the LSR.” 
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a. 

OP-S does not use the terms “trouble ticket” or “repair.” There is no basis in the 

Semantic distinctions without a difference. 

language for limiting reported troubles to trouble tickets issued by the Qwest repair desk, 
as suggested by Qwest. See Qwest I1 August 26,2002, Reply, p. 25. As discussed 
below, there are also policy reasons for not limiting OP-S in this manner. Before the 
service order completes (a period which is included in OP-5B), escalation tickets are the 
only tickets that Qwest will issue for virtually all reported troubles. Therefore, Qwest 
needs to capture the escalation, as well as trouble, tickets.” Both are “trouble reports” 
within the meaning of OP-5. (Both OP-SA and OP-5B use the term “trouble reports.”) I* 
In fact, Qwest itself identifies the escalation ticket process (“Recent Service Request 
Activity”) as part of the process for “Submitting Trouble Reports” on its website. (See 
PCAT, quoted above; emphasis added.) Particularly because Qwest directs CLECs to use 
the escalation process through the service delivery centers to submit “trouble reports,” 
Qwest should have been including all of the escalation tickets in the “trouble reports’’ in 
the data counted for this measure and provided to the testers. 

b. Qwest requires use of escalation ticket process in first 72  hours, 
but does not provide information to validate and track troubles. 

Although Qwest’s documented process requires CLECs to report troubles by 
calling the service delivery centers to open escalation tickets within 72 business, Qwest 
does not provide to CLECs information sufficient to validate these escalation tickets and 
any associated charges. Eschelon has reviewed Qwest histories in the Qwest Non Design 
DLETH to attempt to locate known escalation histories, but the Qwest Non Design 
DLETH customer histories show no indication of troubles reported through the 
documented escalation trouble report process. Orders that have experienced significant 
service affecting troubles in the first days show no trouble history at all in Qwest’s Non 
Design DLETH customer histories, If Eschelon did not record its own histories of 
escalated troubles, it would not be able to track these troubles at all, much less verify 
them with Qwest. This is true even though Eschelon used Qwest’s established process to 
report the troubles. 

As indicated, this is a significant omission. Approximately hnvof  Eschelon’s 
troubles within 30 days of installation are reported through the escalation ticket process. 
In some cases, Eschelon must open more than one escalation ticket to report troubles on 
the same order because more than one error occurred and the service delivery center 
corrects one problem but not others, Qwest is not capturing these reported troubles. 

I‘ Additionally, it appears that Qwest is including the order completions when counting number oforders 
while omitting the related escalation ti’ckets which reflect trouble reports. 

The exclusion to OP-5 for troubles received on day of installation before the provisioning order is closed 
as complete is expressly limited to “OP-5A.” Therefore, there is no such exclusion with respect to OP-5B. 
Since inception ofOP-5, Qwest should have been providing for OP-5B troubles received on the day of 
installation before the provisioning order is closed as complete, regardless of whether those reports were 
submitted through the repair desk or per the process through the service delivery centers. 
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Although Qwest claims that the omissions in its data are insignificant, a doubling effect 
on the number of trouble reports within the reporting period is very significant. 

Eschelon has been including service affecting troubles in its performance measure 
for Qwest’s new service installation quality. Qwest has had this data available to it on a 
monthly basis since January of 2001 and could have identified these issues earlier. For 
Off-Net orders, Qwest’s performance was above 60% only once in a recent 6-month 
period. See Ex. 9 (A2 E-7). From December of 2001 through May of 2002, Qwest’s 
performance for new service installation quality for Off-Net orders averaged 49.3%, and 
the trend is downward. See id. This means that, more than 50% of the time, these 
customers experienced service affecting troubles within 30 days of installation. As this 
figure (which is much larger than that reported by Qwest) shows, including “all” troubles 
that are “service affecting” in this measure makes a significant difference. Doing so, 
however, is required by the plain language of OP-5. Qwest’s retail customers do not 
regularly ex erience more than 50% oforders having troubles within 30 days of 
installation, and Qwest’s wholesale customers should not be subjected to this 
experience either. This discriminatory situation needs to be corrected before Qwest is 
allowed to enter the in-region, interLATA market. 

P, 

c. Commercial experience assists in identifying pressing service 
affecting issues. 

Qwest argues that its processes have been fully tested. Without the benefit of 
commercial experience (such as that of carriers who were absent for most of the process, 
such as Eschelon and McLeod), a pseudo-CLEC or other such party reviewing the data 
would not necessarily identify the same experiences.‘4 For example, a pseudo-CLEC 
may observe that an order never completes or that an order completes but the work itself 
was not actually done (such as when an RCMAC error is cleared instead of being 
corrected). While it may seem that the test captured the issue because an error was 
noticed, the magnitude of the problem is not captured. In a simulated environment, 
although the problem may occur, it is not accompanied by a real end-user customer 
calling to complain and demand immediate resolution. The fact that the order was not 
completed may be noted but not resolved. A live customer is not going to wait until the 
mystery is solved. The customer will immediately call the CLEC to complain. When 
that happens, another set of activities is triggered, such as the escalation ticket process 
when the complaint is received in the first 72 business hours. Even when a “friendly” is 
used to simulate the actual end-user customer experience, generally this involves use of 
additional lines or other non-critical services, A simulated setting is very different from a 
real business customer calling to complain that it is losing thousands of dollars in 
business because its customers cannot reach the business by telephone due to trouble with 
a conversion. Because Eschelon deals with these live, critical issues, it has been tracking 

AZ Tr. Val. I, p. 5 I ,  Ins 3-7 (Ex. IO). I1 

‘‘ Panies without commercial experience in these areas must rely on the information and explanations 
provided to them. As discussed in Section I ,  semantics may obscure issues, and some differences may not 
seem meaningful without the benefit of commercial experience to clarify their meaning. 
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service affecting issues, including the pressing problems reflected in escalation tickets. 
Qwest’s commercial performance shows that 271 approval at this time would be 
premature. These are not fine points that can be worked out in long-term PID 
administration or the CMP. These are serious, end-user customer impacting problems 
that show the market is not truly open to competition. 

d. Qwest should have been including these’trouble reports in the 
data all along. 

Qwest should not be rewarded with 271 approval for having failed to count data 
that is required on the face of a PID definition that has been in place for a long time. 
Although Qwest is quick to assert that issues should be dealt with through CMP or long- 
term PID admini~tration,’~ CLECs should not have to incur further delay in obtaining 
relief when Qwest should have been reporting needed data all along. PO-5B expressly 
includes “trouble reports reported by the CLEC on or after the day the order is installed 
and prior to the completion of the order in Qwest’s service order processor.” Qwest 
knows full well that, before completion of the order in its service order processor, Qwest 
requires escalation tickets and not trouble tickets, per its process for “Submitting Trouble 
Reports.” Qwest has nonetheless elected to provide trouble and not all escalation tickets 
for OP-5 - to the exclusion of some of the most serious problems affecting end user 
customers. 

This is not the only measure for which this is the case. For example, a Liberty 
Consulting Report and associated comments by AT&T state: 

“Subsequent to Liberty’s audit of OP-17A (and OP-17B) and its data tracking 
work, Qwest made changes to its methods to derive the new OP-17 measures: 
Reportedly, Qwest has begun to include a new data set in results reported for OP- 
17 beginning with June 2002. Specifically, Qwest now captures data for and 
includes in the measure those situations in which a disconnect-in-error is resolved 
vin  n call to Qwest’s escnlntion en11 center. As noted above, previonsly Qwest 
only included Cases in which the trouble desk opened n trouble report upon 
customer request. Liberty did not audit this new method, but recommends that 
Qwest make the appropriate modifications to its business requirements and 
system documentation to reflect these changes, and that it propose any changes to 
the PID as necessary. [AT&T Comment - As AT&T has previously commented 
on, Owest’s process for accounting for OP-17 misses was not compliant with any 
version of the OP-17 PID. What Liberty ironicallv’characterizes as a “new 
method” of capturing OP-17 data looks more like what Owest should have been 
doing all alone. Unfortunately, Liberty’s failure to identify Owest’s many 
instances of PID non-compliant tracking of misses in an observation or exception 
resulted in the ill-founded conclusion that Owest’s “new method” need not be 

For the reasons discussed here and in Eschelon’s previous Ex Pane Comments, the new measures Qwest 
is proposing are not going to capture the problem adequately. See Eschelon Ex Parte Comments, pp. 9-10, 

I J  
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audited by Liberty. For all the aforementioned reasons. AT&T requests that 
Liberty audit the OP- 17 performance measurement to determine if Owest’s latest 
version is any closer to being PID-compliant.]” 

See Audit report issued by Liberty Consulting regarding LNP-related Performance 
Indicator Definitions (“PIDs”) OP-17 (A & B) and MR-11 (Aug. 19,2002) (with 
comments of AT&T to the Report indicated with underlining) (emphasis added). 

AT&T’s recent experience validates Eschelon’s conclusion that Qwest has not 
been reporting escalation tickets in its data, even though it requires CLECs to use the 
escalation process (and not the trouble desk) to report such troubles. With respect to its 
situation, AT&T argued: “Because this data relates to serious problems that AT&T and 
its customers have experienced in having service disconnected during the conversion of 
the end-user customer from Qwest to AT&T, it is critical that Qwest’s performance under 
these PIDs is accurately and properly measured before this Commission reaches any 
conclusion regarding Qwest’s compliance with Checklist Item 11 .”I6 Eschelon agrees 
that service affecting issues must be accurately and properly measured and tested before 
Qwest is granted 27 1 approval. 

2. Service Affecting Translation Errors and Omissions Not Captured 
in Data. 

Qwest admits that, when a CLEC reports a problem with a line or feature “not 
indicated on the order,” Qwest does not issue a trouble ticket and Qwest has not been 
capturing this data. See Qwest I1 August 26, 2002, Reply, pp. 25-26. Qwest claims, for 
example, that: “[Ilf the corrective action for this issue such as a feature is to issue an 
order, not a trouble ticket, then OP-5 was never defined to capture that.” See A 2  Tr. Vol. 
I, p. 62, Ins 18-21 (Qwest I Eschelon Ex. 10). As discussed, if the corrective action was 
prompted by a trouble report (including via escalations), OP-5 was designed to capture 
the issue. Moreover, service order errors are not the only errors not being captured in the 
data for these types of problems (line and feature issues, and in-some case$, complete 
outages). Even when the CLEC LSR and the Qwest service order contain the same 
information ( i . e . ,  no service order error), a line or feature error may. occur in the Qwest 
translation, resulting in a service affecting condition. In these cases, Qwest takes 
corrective actions (such as contacting RCMAC directly) without issuing a trouble ticket. 
Because Qwest has suggested that it is tracking only trouble tickets, see id., it does not 
appear to be capturing these errors. These errors, however, result in service affecting 
problems ranging from feature issues to complete loss of dial tone. Even feature 
problems can be as significant of a problem for customers as a loss of dial tone. If 
hunting is missing from the main line, for example, a business will be able to receive only 
one call at a time, and other customers calling the business will receive a busy signal. 

AT&T’s Response to Qwest Corporation’s Motion to Supplement the Record, In the Maller of a 16 

Commission Investigation Into Qwest’s Compiionce with Sec. 271(c)(2)(B) of the Telecommunications Act 
of 1996; Checklistftems 1. 2, 4, 5,  6, 11, 13 and l 4 ,  Minnesota Docket No. P-421/CI-O1-1371, p.  2 (Sept. 
3,  2002). 
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Even worse for many businesses, if the call forwardingldon’t answer feature is missing or 
not working properly, customers of the business will not even get a busy signal; the line 
will ring with no answer. This makes the business look very bad, as though no one is 
working during business hours. If a feature that is significant to a customer is missing or 
does not work properly when that customer switches to a CLEC, the customer will view 
the transition to a competitive carrier as an adverse experience. These errors are not 
related to errors in the writing of the service orders, but they appear to be errors that 
Qwest is not reporting in its data. The order will be counted as a completed order with no 
indication that a trouble was reported. 

3. Service Affectine Troubles that Require Qwest to T a e  Cable Pairs 
at  Demarcation do Not Appear to be Captured in the Data. 

Another type of trouble resolution that does not appear to be captured in the 
Qwest data are troubles that require a Qwest dispatch to “tag,” or identify, cable pairs at 
the demarcation point for new lines. Requests for a pair to be tagged occur at the time of 
installation when a field service technician for the customer is trying to connect service at 
the demarcation point. Many of these trouble reports indicate defective cable pairs or 
missing jumpers on the Qwest distribution frame. Qwest usually issues a trouble 
(CEMR) ticket for these reports, but Qwest codes them as a customer issue. Therefore, 
they are not included as troubles when they should be. The Qwest records also identify 
that the reports may also generate an erroneous time and material bill from Qwest. 

4 Recently Provided Data Confirm That  Manual Handline Clearly 
Results in a Hieh Decree of Customer Affecting Service Order  
Errors. 

Although Qwest service order errors are not the only service affecting problems 
that have been omitted from Qwest’s data, they are a significant problem. Qwest claims, 
however, that its service orders are virtually error free. See Qwest I1 August 26, 2002, 
Reply, p. 26. Data that have only recently become available to CLECs, however, show 
that this is not the case. Qwest has recently started to provide a Pending Service Order 
Notification (“PSON”) to CLECs about an hour after the FOC (also known as LSRC) is 
received. The PSON provides service order detail (information from the Service and 
Equipment (‘5 & E”) section of the Qwest service order) to requesting CLECs. 
Although extremely resource-intensive to do so, a CLEC can now compare the 
information in the PSON to the order confirmations (which show the information from 
the LSRs). A CLEC may compare them, for example, to confirm whether the same 
USOCs that are on the LSR are also on the Qwest service order. In doing SO, a CLEC 
may identify and attempt to get Qwest to correct service order errors before the due date. 
Qwest began providing the PSONs to CLECs as part of Release 10.1 approximately two 
weeks ago. Eschelon does not have the resources to review all of the data, nor should it 
be Eschelon’s burden to perform Qwest quality control. Eschelon has, however, 
compared new Off-Net orders with the PSONs to attempt to determine the extent of the 
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service order error problem. In addition, Eschelon plans to expand this effort to review 
every PSON, despite the resource strain, due to the significance of this issue. 

The results already confirm that the manual handling of service orders is resulting 
in unacceptable levels of customer affecting errors. Eschelon has reviewed every LSR 
Off Net conversion order for which it has received a PSON since Qwest began providing 
them (August 26, 2002 through September 3,2002). For this category of orders to date, 
40% of the service orders mnnrinlly typed by Qwest hndservice affecting errors. (There 
were also errors that were not customer impacting but did affect billing, which were not 
included in this percentage.)” This is a high rate of error and, as discussed previously, 
these errors have not been captured in Qwest’s data. Now, as Eschelon and other CLECs 
use the PSON data to identify errors before the due date, even fewer of these errors may 
be captured in the data. Qwest’s performance will appear to improve when, in reality, 
CLECs are bearing the expense and burden of identifying and working to correct Qwest 
errors. Although Qwest should correct the underlying problem to avoid this situation, as 
long as CLECs need to rely on the PSONs, a measure should be developed and tested to 
capture these errors and to relate them to a performance assurance plan. 

Eschelon must point out that it was reluctant to request the PSONs because the 
effect is to shift the burden that should be on Qwest to accurately process service orders 
to Eschelon to expend resources comparing LSRs and PSONs using a manual, resource- 
intensive process. It had to be done, however, to attempt to reduce the frequency of 
service affecting problems on the due date resulting from Qwest service order writing 
errors. Eschelon is not the only CLEC to identify this issue. At least two other CLECs 
made a similar request.” The fact that Eschelon would make this request and devote 
substantial resources to this effort shows the magnitude of the service affecting problems 
caused by Qwest service order writing errors and the genuineness of Eschelon’s.desire to 
avoid these problems. Eschelon’s foremost concern is the experience of the end-user 
customer. The focus of this entire inquiry should remain on that experience. Qwest 
should not receive 27 1 approval until the end-user customer’s experience improves and 
that improvement is documented and verified 

The relevant statistic, for determining the impact of manual handling on error rates, is the percentage Of 

manually typed orders with errors, This is particularly true with Qwest because of the significant level Of 
manual handling used by Qwest. Even if the percentage of all of the orders (including flow through orders) 
is used, however, 14% of the total orders in this category had service affecting errors. None ofthese errors 
are being captured in the Qwest data. (The FOCs now have an indicator to show whether the order went 
flow through, so Eschelon is relying on that indicator when presenting these percentages.) 

Eschelon made its request in CMP CR #SCR073001-2. McLeod and another CLEC made similar 
requests in CR #5466535 and #SCR073001-8. Initially, CLECs asked that the S&E information appear on 
the FOC. Qwest indicated that it could not do so, but that it could provide the information in a separate 
document (the PSON). Qwest then closed the other CRs and opened its own CR for this issue (CR 
#25497). Qwest then worked its CR. 

I8 
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B. REPORTING OF UNE-E AND UNE-P 

Eschelon previously pointed out that Qwest is already including lines provisioned 
as resale (UNE-Eschelon, or UNE-E, lines) in its PID data for UNE-P. Qwest claims that 
it “properly categorized” those lines. See Williams Commercial Performance Reply 
Declaration, p. 45. Qwest’s response fails to address the purpose of reporting and 
whether the manner in which this information has been reported serves that purpose. 

To be useful, a measure should reflect whether a process was actually tested for 
the indicated volume of orders. The volume of orders that Qwest reports for UNE-P 
would suggest that UNE-P ordering, provisioning, and billing processes have been tested 
in those volumes. Qwest chose, however, to include a product that is not ordered, 
provisioned, or billed in the same manner as UNE-P with its UNE-P lines for reporting 
purposes. And, it did so retroactively after it made this decision. Qwest has called its 
product UNE-Star (or; in some cases, UNE-E or UNE-McLeod - UNE-M).I9 Eschelon 
and McLeod entered into agreements with Qwest in the Fall of 2000 to obtain the new 
platform product (later referred to as UNE-Star) from Qwest. Both companies, however, 
remained on resale for ordering, provisioning, and billing purposes.*’ Qwest answered 
questions about the applicable processes for UNE-Star as follows: 

Mow will orders be placed by Eschelon? Through existing resale process. 
How will Qwest process orders? Through existing resale process. 
How will Eschelon be billed? Qwest continues to bill lines, features at Resale 
rates through existing resale billing process. 

See Exhibit 20 (attached).*‘ This is still true today. 

Although priced differently through a manual true-up process, the lines were 
ordered, provisioned, and billed as resale. See id.22 The use of resale was supposed to be 
an interim process until Qwest could physically provide the new platform product. See 
id. (describing “long-term” plan to develop processes for “UNE-Star” platform product). 
Those processes have not been developed, however, and Eschelon co.ntinues to order 

l9 Generally, the parties have been using UNE-Star, UNE-Eschelon (“UNE-E’), and WE-McLeod (“UNE- 
M’) somewhat interchangeably. With respect to Qwest’s system changes relating to “UNE-Star,” however, 
there is a difference, Qwest has said that those changes (part of Release 9.0, etc.) were made as part Of an 
as yet unfinished effort to mechanize UNE-E and W E - M ,  so that Qwest will finally provide accurate bills 
for the product. And, after that mechanization is done, Eschelon and McLeod could order UNE-Star per 
that process. To  the extent that Qwest iises “UNE-Star” to refer to the product related to the system 
changes in its Release(s), neither Eschelon nor MsLeod yet order that product. Both are ordering resale 
and obtaining a pricing adjustment through a manual true up process. Unfortunately, Qwest’s current 
proposal for mechanizing UNE-E to allow accurate billing relies heavily on manual handling that could 
result in service affecting problems during the conversion. Given that Eschelon’s goal all along has been to 
avoid such problems, the proposal is unattractive and not what Eschelon bargained for. 
” S e e  A 2  Tr. Vol. I, p. 28, ln 21 - p. 26, In I & Vol. 11, p. 293, Ins 17-24 (Qwest I Eschelon Exs. 10-1 I). 
*I In AZ, this is Ex, 2 to Powers Affidavit (AZ Ex. E-12); see nlso A 2  Tr. Vol. 11, p.323, lns’l-18 (Qwest 1 
Eschelon Ex. 1 I). 
*’AZ Tr. Vol. 11, p. 301, Ins 7-9; p. 302, lns7-8 (Qwest I Eschelon Ex. 11). 
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resale today for this product.23 The same is true for Qwest’s other largest CLEC 
wholesale customer, M ~ L e o d . ~ ~  Therefore, the processes in place for this product are the 
resale processes. Those processes differ from the processes used for UNE-P. 

Qwest, however, chose to include the UNE-Star lines, which are ordered as resale, 
in its UNE-P reporting. In approximately November of 2001, Qwest changed its 
reporting not only on a going forward basis, but also retroactively to January of 2001 so 
that months previously reported as business (resale) lines were then reported as UNE-P 
lines. Qwest did so after a third party Functionality Test evaluation showed a disparity 
for UNE-P and a lack of commercial volume.2s 

Qwest points to the interconnection agreement between Eschelon and Qwest as 
the basis for the reporting change. See Williams Commercial Performance Reply 
Declaration 1 79. The interconnection agreement established pricing.26 The purpose of 
the reporting, however, is to assist in analyzing whether UNE-P can be successfully 
ordered, provisioned, and billed in commercial volumes. The volumes of UNE-Star lines, 
which were provisioned as resale, provide no evidence as to this issue. 

Although not apparent from Qwest’s performance reporting, Eschelon has only 
recently started to order UNE-P from Qwest using the ordering, provisioning, and billing 
processes for UNE-P.27 With respect to UNE-Star, for purposes of measuring the 

21 See note 19. 
“ S e e  AZ Tr. Vol. 11, p. 293, Ins 18-19 (Qwest I Eschelon Ex. 11). 

“The only performance measure disaggregation that resulted in disparity during the Functionality Test 
that lacked commercial volume for making future determinations was UNE-P. However, subsequent fu the 
evnlrintiun the number of UNE-Ps in service has increased from 1000 to over 15,000. This increase 
provided the commercial volume necessary to make a valid parity determination.” DRAFT Final Report of 
the Qwest OSS Test, Cap Gemini Ernst & Young, Version I ,  p. 9 (Dec. 21, 2001) (emphasis added) 
(available online at http://www.cc.state.az.us/utility/telecom/Qwest27 I .HTM). 
26 Nothing on the face of that agreement indicates that the lines will be ordered, provisioned, and billed as 
resale. After all, both Eschelon and McLeod anticipated that the lack of processes would be a short-term 
problem. See Exhibit 20. Although Qwest claims that it disclosed the reporting change in Summary Notes, 
see Williams Commercial Performance Reply Declaration 711 11-19, readers would not understand, from 
those Notes, that lines provisioned as resale were being reported in a category designed to measure the 
different processes used for ordering, provisioning, and billing of W E - P .  

Eschelon ordered a small number of UNE-P lines from Qwest in the Spring of 2000, but the problems 
.with the orders were so prohibitive that Eschelon stopped ordering W E - P .  See Affidavit ofLynne Powers 
(Ex. 4; A 2  E-12). Eschelon only started ordering UNE-P from Qwest again in the Spring ofthis year. In 
the Spring 012002, Eschelon also started to migrate a number of its existing WE-Star  lines that were 
ordered on a resale basis to UNE-P. This migration is being handled on a project basis. Although the 
migration is much closer to the ordering and provisioning process used for ordinary UNE-P orders than the 
resale processes used for UNE-Star, the process is still different because of the special, project handling. 
Because Qwest is hand holding the orders migrating from WE-Sta r  to UNE-P, any volume for UNE-P that 
includes the project orders will reflect the higher performance for the hand-held W E - P  migration project 
orders. Roughly, less than 20% of the UNE-P lines (excluding UNE-Star lines ordered as resale) ordered 
by Eschelon from March through July of 2002 were new W E - P  orders processed through the regular (non- 
project) process. The remainder ofEschelon W E - P  orders received special handling as pan of the process 
to migrate lines from UNE-Star to UNE-P. 

27 
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Ms. Marlene H. Dortch 
September 4,2002 
Page 14 of 14 

ordering, provisioning, and billing of W E - P ,  Qwest did not “properly categorize[] 
Eschelon’s UNE-Star lines as UNE-P,” as claimed by Qwest. See Williams Commercial 
Performance Reply Declaration, p. 45. 

C. CONCLUSION 

Eschelon appreciates the opportunity to submit these written Ex Parte Comments. 
Eschelon is available to answer questions as well. 

Sincerely, 

Karen L. Clauson 
Senior Director of Interconnection 
Eschelon Telecom, Inc. 
730 Second Avenue South, Suite 1200 
Minneapolis, bfi‘d 55402 
6 12-436-6026 

cc: Filed electronically & email distribution 

14 1000017 



-----Original Message ----- 
From: ..- Judv Rixe ISMTP:irixe@uswesl.coml 

~ ~~ 

Sent: 
To: Morrisette, Garth M.  
cc :  

Thukday, janua; i i, ' iOOi  8:57 A M  

Clauson, Karen L.; Kevin Saville: Judy Rixe 
Subject: UNE-Star Implementation 

Garth-- 

Freddie Pennington (product Management) will elaborate more at today's 
meeting, BUT here's some of that information that I promised you regarding 
the internal efforts of Qwest to implement the DEAL: 

Qwest has identified a Process Implementation CORE team to develop short 
and long-term solutions. This team meets weekly and provides monthly 
updates to an Executive Management team composed of: Dana Filip, Christy 
Doherty, Kathy Kochis, Jasmin Espy and Audrey McKenney. The CORE 
team (35+ players) has representatives from: Finance, RCMAC, UNE 
Process, Wholesale Advocacy, Repair Process, Resale Product 
Management, Compliance, Customer Solutions, Billing, Switched Access 
Process, IT, Regulatory, Network Planning, PIC Process, Public 
Policy, Centrex Process, RSlD Conversion Process, UNE Product 
Management and Wholesale Marketing. 

Most of the short term objectives have been completed and implemented. 

How will orders be placed by Eschelon? Through existing resale 
process. 

How will Qwest process orders? Through existing resale 
process. 

How will Eschelon be billed? Qwest continues to bill lines, 
features at Resale rates through existing resale billing process. 

How will Eschelon be credited? Qwest Finance compares 
end-of-month billed revenues for 1 FB and centrex lines and features to 
quoted rate by state and issues Eschelon a check for the difference on a 
monthly basis. 

Other short-term areas of concern that are being addressed are: 
Identify how switched access will be suppressed and the information 

delivered to Eschelon, 
Identify how PIC-C will be suppressed and delivered to Esch.elon 
Identify audit process for MOU and how Eschelon will be audited 
Identify how Eschelon will be billed for MOU in excess of 525 
Repair process 
Identify how performance metrics will be captured. 
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Long-term areas of concerns that have teams developing solutions: 
Identify existing and new USOCs necessary to bill new product platform 
Identify rate elements for new product 
Develop order process for flat-rated UNE-Deal 
Develop provisioning process for flat-rated UNE-Deal 
Develop billing process for flat-rated UNE-Deal 
Identify how Eschelon will be credited in the long term 
Identify how switched acces information will be delivered in the long term 
Identify how Eschelon will be audited for MOU 
Identify how performance metrics will be captured 
Identify where line count data is created, who will receive and track it and 
what happens if commitment NOT met 
Repair process implementation 
Document M&Ps for long term 

These bullet points were meant to show you the highlights of what is being 
worked on and is not a comprehensive list of ALL the work efforts that are 
going on behind the scenes. Qwest is commited to working with your 
company to make the DEAL work for you. Don't hesitate to let me know if you 
have any questions, concerns or require additional information. 

Judy 
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OP-5 - New Service Installation Quality (Continued) 

OP-5 - New Service Installation Quality 

R e p o r t i n g  Per iod:  One month (for trouble reports); Average 
o f  prior and current reporting month  (for new installation 
activity) 

Purpose: 
Evaluates quality of ordering and installation of services, focusing on the percentage of average 
monthly new order installations that were free of trouble reports for thirty (30) calendar days following 
installation, including the percentage of new service installations that experienced a trouble report on 
the installation date after the order is reported as work complete by the technician. 
Descr ipt ion:  
OP-5 Measures the monthlv averaae oercentaae of new installations that are free of trouble reoorts 

Unit of Measure: Percent 

. 

R e p o r t i n g  Comparisons: CLEC aggregate, 
indiv idual  CLEC and Qwest Retail results 

within 30 calendar days of inbai installat&. 
New installation orders used in calculating this performance indicator (appearing in the numerator 
and the denominator of the OP-5 formula shown below) are all inward orders for the current and 
previous reporting periods, including Change (C-type) orders for additional lines. Change order 
types included in this measurement consist of all C orders representing inward activity (with "I" and 
"T" action coded line USOCs), 
calculated in the denominator of the formula shown below will be rounded up to the nearest 
integer whole number.) 
All trouble reports (for both out-of-service and service-affecting conditions) closed within the 
reporting period, which were received within thirty (30) days of the original installation of service, 
including on the day the order is installed are measured (for use in the numerator of the formula 
shown below), subject to exclusions shown below. 
Because the trouble reports in the numerator of this measurement are reported on a per-line basis 
and therefore may.exceed the number of orders it is possible for the numerator, and thus the 
reported result, to be negative. Accordingly, a lower limit of zero will be applied to the numerator 
of this measurement, reflecting that there cannot be a negative number of "new sewice 
installations." 
Includes both out of service and service affecting trouble reporis, subject to exclwsions shown 

' (The average monthly number of new installation orders 
, .. 

Disaggregation Repor t ing :  Statewide level 

* The value of the two-month average N e w  Installation Orders completed i s  rounded up to an 
integer value. 
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OP-5 - New Service Installation Quality (Continued) 

Residential single line service 
Business single line service 
Centrex 
Centrex 2 1 
PBX Trunks 
Basic ISDN 
Qwest DSL 
Primary ISDN 

DSO 
DS 1 
DS3 and higher bit-rate services 

Exclusions: 
Trouble reports coded as follows (applies to the trouble reports subtracted from the New 
Installation Orders in the numerator of OP-5): 
- For products measured from MTAS data trouble reports coded to disposition codes 

for: Customer Action (6); Non-Telco Plant ( I  1); Trouble Beyond the Network 
Interface (12); and Miscellaneous - Non-Dispatch, non-Qwest (includes CPE, 
Customer Instruction, Carrier, Alternate Provider (1 3); 
For products measured from WFA (Workforce Administration) data, trouble reports coded to 
troubie codes for Carrier Action (IEC) and Customer Provided Equipment (CPE) 

- 

Subsequent trouble reports of any trouble on the installed service before the original 
trouble report is closed. 
Information tickets generated for internal Qwest systednetwork monitoring purposes. 
Trouble reports on the day of installation before the installation work is reported by the 
techniciadinstaller as complete. 
Disconnect, From (another form of disconnect) and Record order types. 
Records involving official company services. 
Records with invalid due dates, application dates, or start dates. 
Records with invalid completion, cleared, or closed dates. 
Records with invalid product codes. 
Records missing data essential to the calculation of the measurement per the PID. 

Product Reporting: I Standards: 

Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 

(aggregate) 
Frame Relay 

Unbundled Network Element - Platform 

Unbundled Network Element - Platform 
( W E - P )  (Centrex 2 1 ) 
Unbundled Network Element - Platform 
(UNE-P) (Centrex) 
Shared LoopiLine Sharing 
Sub-Loop Unbundling . LISTrunks 

(UNE-P) (POTS) 

Parity with retail service 
Parity with like retail service 

Parity with retail Centrex 21 

Parity with retail Centrex 

Parity with retail RES & BUS POTS 
Diagnostic 
Parity with Feature Group D (aggregate) 
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OP-5 - New Service Installation Quality (Continued) 

Non-loaded Loop (2-wire) 
Non-loaded Loop (4-wire) 
DSl -capable Loop 
ISDN-capable Loop 
ADSL-qualified Loop 
Loop types of DS3 and higher bit-rates 

UDIT - DS 1 level 
UDIT -Above DS1 level 

I Parity with retail DSI Private Lines 
I Parity with retail Private Lines above DS 1 

dispatch 
Parity with retail ISDN BRI 
Parity with retail DSI 
Parity with retail DS1 
Parity with retail ISDN BRI 
Parity with retail Qwest DSL with dispatch 
Parity with retail DS3 and higher bit-rate 

I level 
1 Diagnostic Dark Fiber - IOF 

(aggregate) 
Dark Fiber - Loop 

inks (EELS) 

Unbundled Loops: 
Analog Loop I Parity with retail Res & Bus POTS with 

services (aggregate) 
Diagnostic 
Parity with retail E91 1191 1 Trunks 
Diagnostic 

E91 1191 1 Trunks 
Enhanced Extended 

Availability: 
Available (except as 

noted below) 
Under Development 

Reporting of UNE-P 
Centrex 21 - 

beginning with Dec 
01 data on Jun 02 

report 

Votes: 
I .  Prior to Aug 07 results, the specified Change order types (i.e., with " I "  

& "T" action codes) included some orders that do not strictly represent 
additional lines (in both wholesale and retail results). Specifically 
these include changes to existing lines, such as conversions, number 
changes, PIC changes, and class of service changes. Beginning with 
Aug 01 results Qwest deveioped the capability to exclude "Change" 
service orders that do not involve installation of lines. 
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CUMULATIVE 
RECEIVED DURMG 

8/26/02 - 9/07/02’ 
9/12/02 - 10/4/02 

Off-Net Order 
Type 

Conversions 
MACS 
DSL 

Incomplete Duplicate PSON’s Total PSONs Total PSON’s with % of Qwest Errors 
PSON’s (Excluded)’ (Minus Exclusions) 1 or More Qwest on Non Flow 

(E~c luded)~  Errors Through Service 
Orders 

13 21 126 32 25% 
1s 19 339 35 10% 
4 0 85 4 5% 

A fe.w days were not tracked initially simply due to the recency of receiving the data (which was only ‘available after Release IO. I )  and the need to identify and 

These data are for Off-Net orders. Off-Net includes UNE-P orders and orders placed using resale process (;.e., “UN%E”). For on-net (;.e., loops to be used 

I 

organize resources to begin doing this Qwest quality control. 

with Eschelon’s switch ) orders, Qwest is providing incomplete data for a large number of PSONS, making comparison impossible. For on-net orders, 
incomplete information is mainly found in the Eastern and Western Qwest billing regions. 

‘ Although incomplete PSONs are a greater problem of On-Net order, some Off-Net PSONs are incomplete and incomplete PSONs affecting the analysis are 
excluded. For example, a PSON with no Service and Equipment section is excluded. 

Qwest is providing duplicate PSONs in some cases for individual orders. Although generally there appear to be no changes in the PSONs, Qwest indicated “Y” 
for the Order Change Indicator field. For these duplicate PSONs, Eschelon has not initiated activity that would result in a new PSON. Therefore, Qwest appears 
to be generating the PSONs, though it is unclear whether the PSONs are inadvertent duplicates or actually reflect corrective action. 

. ’ 

Total Off-Net orders (NFT and flow through) = 863 1 

- m 
o 5 

2 li) 
L> - N 

m 

0 



Received During 
8/26/02 - 9/07/02 

QWEST SERVICE ORDER ERRORS: 
PSONs (for Off-Net Orders)’ 

Off-Net Order  
Type 

c 
0 
0 
0 
0 
N 
c; 

Incomplete Duplicate PSON’s Total PSONs Total PSON’s with % of Qwest Errors  
PSON’s ( E x c l ~ d e d ) ~  (Minus Exclusions) 1 or  More Qwest on Non Flow 

( E x c l ~ d e d ) ~  Errors  Through Service 

% Off-Net Orders Indicating Nan-Flow Through (“NFT”) on FOC: m2 
COMPARISON OF LSRs ( i . e . .  NFT CONFIRMATIONS) v. NFT PSONS: 

Orders 
Conversions 28 12 42% 

MACS 
DSL 

These data are for Off-Net orders. Off-Net includes UNE-P orders and orders placed using resale process ( i .e . ,  “UNE-E”). For on-net (i.e., loops to be used I 

with Eschelon’s switch ) orders, Qwest is providing incomplete data for a large number of PSONS, making comparison impossible. For on-net orders, 
incomplete information is mainly found in the Eastern and Western Qwest billing regions. 
’Total Off-Net orders (NFT and flow through) = 65 
’ Although incomplete PSONs are a greater problem of On-Net order, some Off-Net PSONs are incomplete and incomplete PSONs affecting the analysis are 
excluded. For example, a PSON with no Service and Equipment section is excluded. ‘ Qwest is providing duplicate PSONs’Ui some cases for individual orders. Although generally there appear to be no changes in the PSONs, Qwest indicated “Y” 
for the Order Change Indicator field. For these duplicate PSONs, Eschelon has not initiated activity that would result in a new PSON. Therefore, Qwest appears 
to be generating the PSONs, though it is unclear whether the PSONs are inadvertent duplicates or actually reflect corrective action. 3 



RECEIVED DURING 
8/26/02 - 09/07/02 

QWEST SERVICE ORDER ERRORS DETAIL 
OFF-NET CONVERSION 

PSONS 

(*) indicates confidential customer 

Redacted--For Public Inspection 

NEW ACCT NUMBER PSON SHOWS OUT 

0 
0 
0 
0 
w 
V I  



Received During 
9/12/02 - 9/18/02 

QWEST SERVICE ORDER ERRORS: 
PSONs (for Off-Net Orders)’ 

Off-Net Order 
Type 

Conversions 
MACs 
DSL 

% Off-Net Orders Indicating Non-Flow Through (‘WT”) on FOC: m2 

COMPARISON OF LSRs [z.e., NFT CONFLRhL4TIONS~ v. NFT PSONS: 

Incomplete Duplicate PSON’s Total PSONs Total PSON’s with % of Qwest Errors 
PSON’s (Exc l~ded)~  (Minus Exclusions) 1 or More Qwcst on Non Flow 

( E x c l ~ d c d ) ~  Errors Through Service 

1 3 12 4 33% 
2 11 41 8 20% 
4 0 17 3 18% 

Orders 

- F  
8 Z  
0 z. 
0 -  

’ These data are for Off-Net orders. Off-Net includes UNE-P orders and orders placed using resale process ( i .e . ,  ‘WNE-E”). For on-net ( i .e . .  loops to be used 
with Eschelon’s switch ) orders, Qwest is providing incomplete data for a large number of PSONS, malung comparison impossible. For on-net orders, 
incomplete information is mainly found in the Eastern and Western Qwest billing regions. 

Total Off-Net orders (NFT and flow through) = 141 
Although incomplete PSONs are a greater problem of’0n-Net order, some Off-Net PSONs are incomplete and incomplete PSONs affecting the analysis are 

excluded. For example, a PSON with no Service and Equipment section is excluded. ‘ Qwest is providing duplicate PSONs in some cases for individual orders. Although generally there appear to be no changes in the PSONs, Qwest indicated “Y’ 
for the Order Change Indicator field. For these duplicate PSONs, Eschelon has not initiated activity that would result in a new PSON. Therefore, Qwest appears 
to be generating the PSONs, tHough it is unclear whether the PSONs are inadvehent duplicates or actually reflect corrective action. 



RECEIVED DURING 
9/12/02 - 9/18/02 

QWEST SERVICE ORDER ERROR DETAIL 
OFF NET PSONS 

9/16/2002 

9/12/2002 

9/16/2002 

Redacted--For Public Inspection 

5183525 NO (7 9/19/2002 Q LSR 148452 

5137144 NO r) 9/17/2002 Q Y Ordered 0444 for PlCs on (*), received 0333. 

5181562 NO r) 9/23/2002 0 MWW added to tns. however not on LSR or TBS. 

PON 

9/17/20021 51 8971 01 NO In I 9/20/20021Q 

V219972JMG 

lTypo in Hunt Group on the PSON. 148405 

dN219110JMG 

JR218609GMS 

9/16/2002 5182220 NO 

JRZI  8609-1 GMS 

blN217931-1GMS 

XZ220526MAB 

4Z220526MAB 

MN213056DSLC-4KM 

PIC/LPIC REQUESTED AS NONE ON LSR PSON SHOWS 
r) 9/24/2002 Q PIC/LPIC 0444 

LlN216056JMG VER 2 
3E220755MAB 

3R221332EDFS 

MN217887DSLCKMJ 

C0221330MVEMAB 

CUT220989GMS 

WA219989DSLCKMJ 

e 
0 
0 
0 
0 
N 
4 



Received During 
9/19/02 - 9/27/02 

Off-Net Order Incomplete Duplicate PSON’s Total PSONs Total PSON’s with 
Type PSON’s (Ex~luded)~ (Minus Exclusions) 1 or More Qwest 

( E x ~ l u d e d ) ~  Errors 

Conversions 12 15 38 6 
MACs 12 7 170 15 
DSL 0 0 41 1 

OWEST SERVICE ORDER ERRORS: 
PSONs (for Off-Net Orders)’ 

YO of Qwest Errors 
on Non Flow 

Through Service 
Orders 

16% 
9 % 
2% 

% Off-Net Orders Indicating Non-Flow Through (“NFT”) on FOC: m2 
COMPARISON OF LSRs (ie.. NFT CONFIRMATIONS) v. NFT PSONS: 

’ These data are for Off-Net orders. Off-Net includes UNE-P orders and orders placed using resale process (i.e., ‘ W - E ” ) .  For on-net (i.e., loops to be used 
with Escbelon’s switch ) orders, Qwest is providing incomplete data for a large number of PSONS, making comparison impossible. For on-net orders, 
incomplete information is mainly found in the Eastern and Western Qwest billing regions. 

Total Off-Net orders (NFT and flow through) = 394 
Although incomplete PSONs are a greater problem of On-Net order, some Off-Net PSONs are incomplete and incomplete PSONs affecting the analysis are 

2 - 
Z E  excluded. For example, a PSON with no Service and Equipment section is excluded. 

‘ Qwest is providing duplicate PSONs in some cases for individual orders. Although generally there appear to be no changes in the PSONs, Qwest indicated “Y” 
for the Order Change Indicator field. For these duplicate PSONs, Eschelon has not initiated activity that would result in a new PSON. Therefore, Qwest appears 
to be generating the PSONs, though it is unclear whether the PSONs are inadvertent duplicates or actually reflect corrective action. 

- L> - 



PON 

0218496GMS 

IA219754DFS 

1n220508dslckrn] 

W23173ESMM 

C0589202TIH 

0222022MAB 

0221990CDO 

WA219692ESMM 

qA223190SMM 

0219782MVE 

;0224010MVEJG 

DATE 
PSON 

?ECEfVEO 

9/19/2002 

9/20/2002 

9/25/2002 

9/20/2002 

9/24/2002 

912512002 

9/24/2002 

9/25/2002 

912612002 

9/25/2002 

9/25/2002 

MAC, Resale 
conversion, 

Onnet 
conversion 

R 

R 

R 

M 

M 

M 

M 

M 

M 

M 

M 

RECEIVED DURING Redacted--For Public Inspection 
9119102 - 09/27/02 

QWESTSERVICE ORDER ERROR DETAIL 
OFF NET PSON'S 

LSR ID 

Order 

THROUGH Q W ~ S T  Indicator Escalation 
Chg Q W e S l  

FLOW 

lickel number. Y/N Customer JN DD ERRoR(QJ Y/N What were the errors ___ 

5241 862 

5251926 

5212919 

5236292 

0 
0 
0 
0 
r d  
W 

INSTEAD OF TYPING FROM LAST 
ORDER PER REMARKS QWEST DID 

N r) 9/30/2002 0 ANOTHER CONVERSION ORDER. 1494988 

N r) 10/112002 0 MISSED DISCO OF 69HON ON (+) N 

OUT ONLY ACTION OF MOVE 
N r) 9/27/2002 Q LISTED ON PSON N 

QWEST TYPED THE FORWARDING 
NUMBER WRONG ON 69J FOR 
3250.7819. ALSO WRONG CFBL ON 

N . , .  . 9/30/2002 Q Y 3520. N 



RECEIVED DURING 
9/19/02 - 09/27/02 

(IWEST SERVICE ORDER ERROR DETAIL 
OFF NET PSON'S 

AZ224474EGMS VER 1 

WA222510CDO 

C0221838MAB VER 1 

Redacted--For Public Inspection 

1497198 MARTHA FlXEDlMlSSlNG 
9/27/2002 R 5256579 N r) 10/2/2002 Q N FID TBE A 149198 

1497940 MISSED 1 LINE TO ADD 
9/27/2002 M 5240778 N r) 10/3/2002 Q N 69H 1497940 

9/25/2002 M 5237970 N r) 9/30/2002 Q N DID NOT PUT 0391 DISCO ON PSON 

0 
0 
0 
0 
W 
0 





RECEIVED DURING 
9130102 - 10104102 

PWEST SERVICE ORDER ERROR DETAIL 

AZ226222MAB 
C0224623MAB 

WA224248CDO VER 2 
AZ225054CDO VER 1 
AZ222365-1MAB 

OFF-NET PSONS 

101212002 M 5277741 N (-1 lOI712002 Q Y ORDER NOT REQUEST CHANGE 1502580 
101212002 M 5272894 N (7 1OI712002 Q Y 1501954 CORRECTED PSON 1501954 

1505449 ZND TiCKET QWEST DID NUMBER 
101412002 M 5283850 N (7 101812002 Q N PREFIX 1505449 
101412002 M 5291652 N (7 1011012002 Q Y 1505445 NO FEATURES ON 480726 7268 1505445 
101412002 M 5294015 N (7 101812002 Q N 1504559 D1DN.T PUT HTG FlDS ON 2 LINES 1504559 

1501954 QWEST LEFT OFF HTG 69J -69H 

Redacted--For Public Inspection 

C0224623MAB 
C0223091MAB 

C0226391JGS 

C0221459JYK 

I onu 

101212002 M 5272894 N r) 1oI712002 Q N WRONG CFN 1501954 
101212002 M 5277939 N u 101812002 Q N 1502046 AYK DID NOT REQUEST IT 1502046 

1506981 QWEST PUT FBJ ON THE ORDER - 

QWEST PLACE RTVXQ INSTEAD OF RTVXN 
101312002 R 5290863 N (7 101512002 Q N OPENED TICKET TO REMOVE IT 1506981 

101112002 R 5257401 N (7 101112002 Q N CORRECTED ON ESC TICKET 1502800 1502800 

I I PSON 1 ResAIe. I I FLOW 1 
RECEIVED conversion. THROUGH 

IR) I LSRID 1 Y/N ~ ~ : h s f o m w T N  1 
5262647 N 
5268798 N 
5265900 N (7 

Ticket 

1498736 

UT225856GMS I 101312002 IR I 52864841N I 10116120021Q INOT SHOWN ON PSON 
WA224248CDO VER 2 I 1013120021M 1 5283850lN ) I 1018120021~ IN [QWEST DID NOT CHG TN PER REQUEST 

I I I I I I I 1 

I I I I I I I 1 1 1 
') Confidential customer identifying information redacted. 

e 
0 
0 
0 
0 
w 
N 



Sptember Qwest Error Escalation Examples: Do Not Appear To Be Captured in OP-5 

c 72 hours with no Qwest History 

L 
I I I 

I 
72 hours wlth Qwest Hstory, but are Escalation Tickets I I  

I I I I 
ECEIVED TIME~SERV cuss1 GB TICKET # [OOS~TRBL REPORTED [TROUBLE FOUNDWORK DONE 

I I 
ote . The asterisk is an indicator of a switch translations error. 

00s =Out of Service 
I I I I I  I 



-----Original Message----- 
From: Vanessa Meiland [SMTP:vheilan@qwest.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, October OS, 2002 12:OO PM 
To: Roney, Cynthia M. 
Cc: 'csiewer@qwest.com'; Ijlnovak@qwest.com'; Stanczyk, Maleta M.; 

Subject: 
Patricia Levene; Jeffrey W Tietz 
Re: FW: Pending Service Order Notice PON: 
UNEPUTlMMS2282 19 VER: 

Cindy, 

The LSR was sent less than 2 hours ago today. Flowthrough created the order 
that your provisioner is looking at. Flowthrough is not creating perfect 
orders at this time as we are all well aware. It will be a process issue as 
to how much time Qwest will have to identify flowthrough order issues and 
correct them. I have taken care of this order. 

Venessa 
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DSL Terminology 

Synchlno surf, Qwest wil l  test and call wlresults 
Synchlno surf means Eschelon has land connection but is unable to surf the net. This issue is usually 
due to a bad card (Eschelon's or Qwest's) or a wiring problem in the central office. The resolution to this 
issue is it to keep the Eschelon FST on site to work with Qwest IP tech support. 

No link-Qwest to test, call with results 
The FST identifies that the loop is not working for various reasons at the customer site: The Tester will 
open a repair ticket with Qwest. The central office is checked for wiring problems and a Qwest tech is 
dispatched if needed. 

No dial tone on site 
The FST has located the loop but has no dial tone. The tester will open a repair ticket with Qwest. The 
central office is checked for wiring problems and a Qwest tech is dispatched if needed. 

Locate and tag BP. Advise demarc location 
FST on site is unable to locate the line at the demarc. A repair ticket is opened with Qwest requesting a 
tag B label. These tickets identify the following issues: wrong address on order, wrong demarc. incorrect 
tag on demarc, no tag at all. The Qwest tech is re-dispatched to the site to tag and label. Once the Qwest 
ticket is closed, Eschelon will re-dispatch the FST. If the line is still not located a second ticket is opened 
for a vendor meet. 

Cannot train 
The line is identified on site but is not working. The issues could be line conditioning, loop length or a bad 
card. Open a repair ticket with Qwest. 

No VPI I VCI info 
No VPlNCl information in QHOST. Eschelon engineering cannot do its part without this information. A 
ticket is opened with Qwest for resolution. This issue has the potential to delay the order as much as two 
weeks depending on FST availability. 

Line delivered to wrong demarc 
FST identifies that the loop is not at the correct demarc. A repair ticket is opened with Qwest to move the 
line. 

Open in the CO, Qwest to test and call back 
This is an issue with IDSL orders. The loop has'not been connected or has been connected incorrectly in 
the central oifice. Eschelon testers are able to identify this issue by running a line test through Eschelon's 
switch. A repair ticket is opened with Qwest and the loop is checked in the central office. 

DSL Combo orders. 
Qwest is working the disconnects before turning up the lines. This causes customer outages. Work with 
Qwest in Test and Turn up to re-establish the customers existing DSL or expedite the turn up of the new 
order. 

Wrong circuit type on LSRC 
Eschelon receives ISRC's with UBCU when they should be AGFU as the circuit identifiers. The resolution 
to this is to call Qwest and verify that the correct circuit has been typed on the order. 

COMBO Order submitted to Qwest but never worked the translations. 
Eschelon receives the LSRC and PSON with the correct information. When Eschelon receives the 
completion notice and it states "No Service and Equipment available" then Qwest has not worked the 
order in translations. This results in an escalation ticket. Currently provisioning will look for these 
completion notices and bring them immediately to the attention of the tester in order to resolve the 
problem as soon as possible. Need a way to identify these issues before they happen. Qwest should 
develop a process created to check DSLC orders the morning before the conversion. 
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RELATED QWEST 
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REPORTING PERIOD 
9/23/02 - 9/28/02 

DESIGN TICKETS CODED NO TROUBLE FOUND (NTF) BY QWEST BUT ESCHELON RECORD SHOWS QWEST TROUBLE 

UT 

I I . .- 
co 81 I ]  12% I I 
M N  I 71 .71 7 U O A  I n 

51 21 40% I 0 

ALL 301 101 33% I 6 

I I I I 
1: For tickets entered using CEMR. closing email indicates whether a charge will be billed (but not an amount; 

For other tickets (called in) CEMR history uses phrases such as "test ok billed correctly", which 
appears to indicate there will be a charge. 
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Weekly Repair Tickelr for A07 Deriqn 9-23-02 TO 9 ~ 2 8 ~ 0 2  I I I I I I I I I I I 

AZ 
UWtST REPLALt t2 

unt 2 w  ANL 23 sep-02 21 s e p m  8 23 SC445458 SRY4YCB 6 59 PHNXAZCA PHNXAZCA NTF 86358 w o 2  Y Y PAIR 

co 

UNABLE TO 
DETERMINE IS REMOVE TICKET 

BAD F1. BRIDGE TAPS I 1  I I I I I 1 1 '  I I I I I lLrnnH'sToRy/ QWEST WILL ESCALATED TO JEAN 

RELATED TICKET 
unt 2w ANL 25 sepoz 23 sep-02 9 4 5  CD569408 SWQ4YCB 2 59 DNVRCOSE DNVRCOSE NTF 86426 0001 Y Y CD569404 
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